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Annex III Linking bottom-up wellbeing indicators to a priori descriptions 
FGDs generally raised many if not all a priori wellbeing dimensions in the initial part of a discussion 
exploring what constitutes a ‘good life’ (see Annex I). Three a priori categories were not raised on 
occasion: security and safety from other people, enjoying nature, and freedom of choice and action. 
Merging the components raised in the initial discussion with that of the a priori dimensions was 
generally straightforward, but at times raised further discussion. For example, ‘clean environment’ was 
closely linked to ‘health’ based on its direct links to one’s physical health, i.e. dirty water was linked to 
dysentery.  

In Rwanda, participants related ‘health’ to medical insurance and physical wellbeing, to factors affecting 
one’s ability to work (‘make a living’). Respondents in Malawi mentioned access to transportation and 
social relations to be important for health access, as well as having medicine in the hospital or clinic. 
Education for participants included not only education for children but also workshops and ad-hoc adult 
training, e.g. on agronomy, and was said to be important for getting jobs. 

A range of items was listed under ‘living standards’, including in Rwanda access to markets and roads , 
material assets, electricity, and water (on tap). Both countries mentioned availability of and access to 
land, livestock and housing, in particular (in Malawi) iron roofs, glass windows.  

‘Social relations’ were associated with working together, having good relations with family, being able to 
take care of children, having ‘heart peace’ described as a feeling of contentment and being happy with 
oneself (Rwanda only), feeling good about helping others, getting help from others , and living in 
harmony with family (without domestic violence). The closely related issue of ‘security and safety from 
other people’ was expressed as freedom from physical violence, sexual harassment, good leadership (as 
a means of preventing physical violence), and  good relations with neighbours. Rwandan participants 
specifically mentioned their memory of the 1994 war and a fear of its return, whereas Malawian 
participants indicated concerns of theft and murder. 

‘Freedom of choice’ was expressed as being free to perform religious practices, access to loans or other 
funding to pursue business ideas, and equal treatment (regardless of socioeconomic or ethnic status). In 
Rwanda, this was furthermore expressed as singing, doing sports, being able to smile and be happy, 
contentment, self-confidence, ability to put ideas into action, being free from ethnic distinction, and 
being free from worry about land security. In Malawi, this dimension was reflected in responses related 
to freedom from poverty, being free from having to do casual labour, being self-sufficient, and having 
decision-making power (‘voice’).  

Participants considered farming important for a good life. They put forward that having a business, 
employment or income-generating activities other than farming also provides greater freedom, like not 
having to do casual labour, which is associated with the poorest of the poor. Malawian participants 
highlighted that men and women have different levels of freedom; men can do casual labour, while 
women must spend part of their time to take care of the children.  
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